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Perceptions of the Deaf among Various University Social Groups
Chapter 1: Introduction
A world without sound – a quiet world – that is the kind of world in which a deaf
person lives. Deafness, which is a severe loss of hearing that can have a myriad of causes
including heredity, accidents, diseases, drugs, and extreme noise exposure, is often viewed
by hearing people as a severe handicap (Dugan, 2003). However, Templeman-Kluit (1996)
notes that deafness in and of itself is not a handicap – the handicap lies in the hearing world’s
attitudes towards the deaf. In the past, deaf Americans have been viewed as an inferior group
of people, and were not even allowed to do basic things in life such as vote, marry, or raise
their own children (Halpern, 1996). Even as near as the 1800’s, the deaf have been treated
unequally by the hearing majority. For example, in the 1800’s although deaf teachers were
hired, they did not receive the same pay as their hearing colleagues (Leigh, 2009). Even more
recently in the mid 1900’s, deaf adults were not readily offered the same job opportunities as
their hearing adult equivalents (Braden, 1994).
Unfortunately, this discrimination towards deaf individuals is not only present in the
work place, but also in schools. While some deaf children attend a public school with other
hearing children (this is known as inclusion) have a positive impression of school, sadly, this
is not the case for most deaf children that are included in public schools. When asked of his
experiences with his inclusion, Kyle, a ten-year-old, fourth-grade student, stated that he felt
‘lower’ than his hearing classmates, and Ashley an eighteen-year-old, tenth-grade student,
said that she believed that “the other [hearing] children thought less of [her]” (Cerney, 2007,
p. 70). Continuing in Cerney’s study, when the hearing children were asked how they
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perceived the deaf children, the same feelings of inferiority were revealed - the hearing
students at Kyle and Ashley’s school also believed that the deaf students were less capable
(Cerney). In a different case, one young girl was even blatantly told that she would not be
able to excel in high school or college due to her deafness, even though her qualifications
were far superior to her hearing peers (Leigh, 2009).
The negative attitudes that much of the hearing population possesses about the deaf
population often stem from a “lack of understanding about hearing difference issues” (Leigh,
2009, p. 106), a person’s upbringing, and personal history with the deaf (Colclasure, 2009).
It is important to realize that these biases against deaf people exist, so that they can be
eradicated, and the deaf population will no longer have to live with undue discrimination
towards them.
Due to lack of previous research in this area, research for this project will be
conducted on various social groups on the Hattiesburg campus of the University of Southern
Mississippi in order to determine the attitudes towards the deaf held by each social group.
(For this project, a social group is defined as an organization whose members are college
students on a university campus.) Research will be conducted through the use of a survey
instrument designed to measure hearing people’s perception of deaf people, in terms of their
intelligence, job skills, communication skills, academic skills, ability to deal with traffic, and
ability to live independently (Berkay, Gardener, & Smith, 1995). The researcher will use the
Opinions about Deaf People Scale developed by Berkay, Gardner, and Smith with a few
minor additions and modifications. In this research endeavor, the researcher will seek to
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answer the question: What are the attitudes towards deafness held by various social groups
on a university campus, and do those attitudes deviate among social groups?

3

Chapter 2: Literature Review
Harboring negative attitudes towards the deaf is wrong because it encourages undue
attitudes, stereotypes, and opinions about the deaf population. It also eliminates the
possibility that a deaf individual can competently contribute to society (Colclasure, 2009).
However, much of the hearing population often holds negative attitudes towards the deaf
(Nikolaraizi & Makri, 2004/2005). Typically, negative attitudes toward the deaf are based on
“communication [issues], safety issues, a lack of understanding about hearing difference
issues” (Leigh, 2009 p. 106) and the attitude holder’s “upbringing, environment, and personal
history with [the deaf]” (Colclasure). These negative attitudes can extend into literature, work
environments, school environments, and into daily life, never fully allowing the deaf
individual to feel truly accepted “for [whom] they really are – people with a hearing
impairment” (Scheetz, 1993, p. 5).
Attitudes of a certain era are often expressed in literature of the same time, and the
case is no different with attitudes towards deafness and deaf people. Literature of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries is filled with negative attitudes towards deafness. In their
book Angels and Outcasts: An Anthology of Deaf Characters in Literature, Batson and
Bergman (1985) examine several pieces of literature from both the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries pointing out the negativity deaf characters often endure in literature. While, in most
cases of literature, the author is actually capturing a realistic attitude of the time, the writings
of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries makes it all too evident that the hearing population
holds either exceedingly unrealistic stereotypes, which in turn are actually misconstrued
negative attitudes toward the deaf, or severely undue negative attitudes toward the deaf.
4

Batson and Bergman mention that some hearing people of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries viewed the deaf as “saint like: patient, dedicated, reconciled to fate, but resolved to
overcome it…” (p. 3). While this may seem like a positive view of the deaf, this view
actually leaves the deaf person “feeling trapped: if he or she doesn’t act like a saint, then the
illusion is destroyed, and the hearing person’s idealization changes to contempt” (Batson &
Bergman, p. 3).
In contrast, the hearing population of the time also viewed the deaf with
straightforward negativity. One specifically negative work of literature toward the deaf that
Batson and Bergman examine in their book is Pierre and Camille by Alfred Musset. In this
work, Camille is a deaf individual in nineteenth century France. Camille’s parents are griefstricken that their child is deaf. Camille’s father actually believes that his child is deaf
because he “[has] been cursed by God, and he cannot even [look at] Camille without seeing
her as a living accusation” (Batson & Bergman, 1985, p. 5). Eventually, Camille’s father runs
away and her mother commits suicide because they are in such despair over their child’s
deafness. Batson and Bergman note that even moving into the twentieth century in Paris, “the
most advanced civilization” (p.13) of the time, deaf people were often “given no credit for
possessing the power of thought” (p. 13) because they were believed to be unable to speak.
Negative attitudes towards deafness are not only present in literature, but they also
“often surface in the employment situation” (Vernon & Andrews, 1990, p. 192) as well.
Unfortunately, “…the majority of [deaf] individuals entering the work force are faced with
the challenge of convincing hearing employers that they [as deaf workers] will make a
capable employee” (Scheetz, 1993, p. 211). Often in the workplace, a prospective employer
5

will give preference to a hearing job applicant over a deaf job applicant because the hearing
job applicant is viewed as “easier to train” (Scheetz, p. 224). Also, if deaf job applicants do
get hired into a job, they often undergo intense scrutiny - “the process of sizing one up to be
sure that they measure up to the task they are attempting” (Scheetz, p. 5) - from their
employer and even from co-workers. This unjustified scrutiny often leads deaf workers to
feel as if they must prove themselves, while their hearing counterparts are not under such
immense scrutiny and do not have to prove their own workplace competence (Leigh, 2009).
Scholars such as Leigh (2009) and Scheetz (1993) have shown that these negative
attitudes towards the deaf are long-standing ones, spanning centuries in the workplace. For
example, in the 1800’s deaf teachers and hearing teachers were not treated equally. The deaf
teachers were not viewed as being equal to their hearing colleagues, and therefore, did not
merit equal status, pay, or promotion opportunities (Leigh). More recently, “deaf individuals
[have been] employed in factories, as printers, dry cleaners, and in other forms of manual
labor” (Scheetz, p. 207). However, when a deaf individual is hired into an entry level
position, such as the aforementioned ones of manual labor, he or she is often not given
chances for “upward mobility” (Scheetz, p. 224), so “it is not uncommon to find deaf
individuals in their same entry level positions after twenty years of working with the same
company” (Scheetz, p. 224), while the hearing workers are afforded a greater number of
chances for advancement.
Unfortunately, the aforementioned negative attitudes of the hearing population toward
the deaf population are often present in many public schools attempting to educate deaf
students. Since “language and intellect are so linked in our representation of
6

people…deafness seems [to be] a defect of intellect [and] simple awkward speech [is]
associated with a simple mind” (Lane, 1992, p. 8), thus, deaf students in inclusion settings
are often viewed as less intelligent than their hearing peers and even by their teachers.
According to Cerney (2007), in a study of deaf students in inclusion settings, it was found
that many teachers of deaf students in public schools actually expect less out of the deaf
students than they expect out of the hearing students in the same class. Sadly, many deaf
students attending public schools may already be experiencing feelings of inferiority –
feelings that are all the more intensified by the teachers’ low expectations for the deaf
students (Cerney). These lowered expectations only emphasize the fact that the hearing
population – including educated professionals, such as teachers - does not view deaf
individuals as equals to hearing individuals.
Moreover, teachers are not the only academic authority figure possibly standing in the
way of a deaf child’s academic success. One such example is provided by Irene Leigh, who
writes about her own experiences with the educational system and her teacher’s and
university admissions director’s frustrating opinions toward her as a deaf individual, in her
book A Lens on Deaf Identities (2009). First, Leigh (2009) tells of her experiences of talking
with her high school teacher of the deaf – a person intended to be an encouraging role model
for the deaf students attending her public school. Yet, it was this teacher that told Leigh that
even though she was a “13-year-old high school entrant [she] could not handle the
academically challenging classes her elementary school principal had recommended for [her]
merely because [she] was deaf” (Leigh, p. 105). Leigh then goes on to say that “the
admissions director at the university [she] wanted to attend was forceful in telling [her that
7

she], as a deaf student, did not deserve admission [to the university] even though [her]
qualifications were far superior to those of peers in [her] high school who had been accepted”
(Leigh, p. 105).
Not only are deaf schoolchildren discriminated against by their teachers and in some
cases administrative officials, but also by their peers. According to Cerney (2007),one tenyear-old, fourth-grade student – Kyle – stated that he often “felt lower than [his hearing
peers], so [he] usually did not even try” (p. 70) in school. Ashley, an eighteen-year-old,
tenth- grade student at the same school, reiterated this sentiment by saying that she felt like
her hearing peers “thought less of her” (Cerney, p. 70). Ashley goes on to tell how her
hearing peers think deaf people to be incapable, and she mentions that they are usually even
surprised to find out that deaf people can, in fact, do many things – such as take care of
themselves or speechread (Cerney).
Additionally, negative attitudes toward deafness are also evident in everyday life as
well as in the specific scenarios previously mentioned. Deafness seems to be a condition that
is isolating for the one it is encumbered to, often cutting off the deaf person from the world
around them due to negativity associated with the condition. “Through their daily
interactions, deaf individuals frequently perceive that they are not accepted by or into the
larger community. They feel that they are viewed as ‘tainted’ people….” (Scheetz, 1993, p.
5). This sentiment is made real by Laurent Clerc’s dictation of his life’s story in Harlan
Lane’s book When the Mind Hears (1984). In this book, Clerc – a deaf man living in France
in the 1700’s - is documented as saying that his own father viewed having a deaf son as
accusational – implying that his own guilt of some malicious act lead to his son’s deafness
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(Lane). He also found his son’s deafness to be “inconvenient, untidy, [and] embarrassing”
(Lane, p. 5).
Deaf adults are fully aware of the impact the negative attitudes of the hearing
population can have on their everyday lives as deaf members of society (Vernon & Andrews,
1990 - taken from Heider and Heider, 1941). In the past, these significant impacts included
being “denied the right to vote, own land, and receive a formal education; often, [the deaf]
were even forced to move from their societies and live in isolation among themselves”
(Stoker & Spear, 1984, p. 42). Although society has, for the most part, moved away from
such radical ideas, the negative attitudes towards the deaf are still harbored by many hearing
individuals, thus still leaving the deaf to feel inferior and unaccepted.
However, some research indicates that the developing attitudes of hearing people can
be influenced by their level of contact with deaf people, as well as, the age and sex of the
hearing individual. “A major determinant of a person’s attitude toward deafness is the quality
of his contacts with deaf people, not the quantity. Brief, casual contacts generally yield no
attitudinal change….while, close personal, social, or colleague interactions” (Vernon &
Andrews, 1990, p. 189) generally yield positive attitude changes. Research by Vernon and
Andrews also shows that adolescents tend to hold the most negative attitudes towards deaf
people (or anyone that is different from their own self), because they are usually very
insecure about themselves, although, beyond adolescence, age does not tend to be a
determining factor in developing attitudes towards the deaf. Additionally, research by
Vernon and Andrews has also shown that women are generally more accepting of deafness
than are men.
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In this study, the researcher hopes to address how opinions about the deaf population
can vary amongst college students according to their involvement in various social groups. A
thorough review of the literature reveals that there is no published research detailing the
deviation of opinions towards the deaf among college students based on assorted social group
involvement, therefore this research will be new and original in this field. The researcher
believes that, based on findings by Vernon and Andrews (1990), the most positive attitudes
will be held by the members of the sorority surveyed. The researcher also believes that
positive attitudes will be held by the members of religious organization surveyed because its
members will most likely be very accepting of others. In contrast, the researcher suspects that
the most negative attitudes will be held by the members of the fraternity surveyed, based on
the study by Vernon and Andrews. The researcher also believes that the athletic organization
surveyed will hold a negative opinion because athletes usually strive for perfection, and they
may view deafness as a personal failing or limitation.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
In order to carry out research regarding various university social groups’ attitudes
towards deafness and the deaf population, the researcher implemented the use of a survey
instrument. The researcher used the survey developed by Berkay, Gardner, and Smith (1995)
called ‘The Opinions about Deaf People Scale,’ with some modifications to include the
participant’s age, race, gender, education level, and level of experience with the deaf. This
particular survey was chosen because it was designed specifically to measure hearing adults’
attitudes towards deaf adults. This survey was even tested on university undergraduates – the
same population studied in this project. A copy of this survey can be found in Appendix B.
This survey was administered to various social groups on the Hattiesburg campus of
The University of Southern Mississippi. These social groups came from 10 categories which
were chosen, because the researcher believed that by surveying these categories, the best
possible cross-section of students at The University of Southern Mississippi would be
obtained. These social groups were randomly selected from a comprehensive list of
university recognized student organizations, ensuring diversity among all possible majors of
study, gender, and groups with distinct feelings of belonging, such as athletic and religious
organizations. The researcher assigned a number to each organization and randomly
selected a social group or groups from each chosen category until the desired n per category
had been reached. A power analysis determined that each category of social groups must
have approximately 30 participants for the results to be statistically accurate. (See Table 1 for
complete list of categories and social groups.)
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Table 1
Chosen Categories and Selected Social Groups
Sorority

•

Kappa Delta

Fraternity

•

Sigma Chi

Athletic Organization

•

Southern Miss Soccer Club

Religious Organization

•

The Wesley Foundation

College of Arts and Letters*

•
•

The Army Ranger Challenge Team
The National Band Association

College of Business

•

Delta Sigma Pi

College of Education and
Psychology*

•
•

The Psychology Club
Child Life Student Association

College of Health

•

The Student Dietetic Association

College of Science and Technology*

•
•
•

American Chemical Society
American Society of Safety Engineers
Construction Specification Institute

Honors College*

•
•

Alpha Lambda Delta
Gamma Beta Phi

*Due to a lack of social groups with a membership of approximately 30 in these categories, the researcher was
forced to include multiple groups in order to meet the 30 participant requirement for each category, as
demanded by the power analysis.

Next, the researcher personally distributed the survey to all of the members of each
social group. The survey was available to participants either in print form or electronically on
the website kwiksurveys.com at the following link: http://www.kwiksurveys.com/onlinesurvey.php?surveyID=HNDKIJ_6a013e03. The “Administration Guide for the Opinions
about Deaf People Scale” (Berkay, Gardner, & Smith, 1994) states that participants are not to
initially be told that the survey will measure their attitudes towards deaf people, due to
12

concern that they may respond in a “socially desirable manner” (Berkay, Gardner, & Smith,
p. 3). However, the participants are to be informed upon completion of the survey of its true
purpose. The researcher followed these guidelines set forth by Berkay, Gardner, and Smith,
by explaining only to the leader of each organization the true purpose of the survey before
completion. If the participants chose to take the survey electronically, then upon completion,
a message appeared telling them of the true purpose of the survey, but if they chose to take
the survey in print format, the group leader or the researcher informed the participants of the
survey’s true purpose upon completion. A copy of the electronic completion message can be
found in Appendix C.
After collecting the completed surveys, the researcher first discarded any surveys of
participants that were involved with multiple social groups within the study. The researcher
then compiled the data with the help of a statistician. The results of each survey were
computed using the computer program SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences).
This program computed each individual’s score within an organization, and it also computed
a mean score for the organization as a whole. The researcher also utilized the computer
program within SPSS called ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) which determined if the mean
differences between the social groups were significant. Additional post hoc tests were also
run, including a Bonferroni, which compared the groups’ mean scores.
While thoroughly planned out, this project was not without potential problems. The
first of these problems that the researcher was concerned with was possibly the most
significant. The researcher was concerned that an adequate number of willing participants
would not be found – however, that was not the case. The researcher attributes this to the fact
13

that contacting the leader of each organization, made the members of that organization more
willing to complete said survey. Another potential problem was the potentiality of obtaining
skewed data, which the researcher does not believe occurred. The researcher was also
concerned that the participants would respond to the questions in a “socially desirable
manner” (Berkay, Gardner, and Smith, 1995, p. 3). But, by following Berkay, Gardner, and
Smith’s outlines, the researcher believes that skewed results were prevented.
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Chapter 4: Results
Introduction:
In this study, the researcher sought to answer the question: What are the attitudes
towards deafness held by various social groups on a university campus, and do those
attitudes deviate among social groups? The researcher also developed hypotheses about four
of the social groups expected scores, which will be addressed later in this chapter.
In order to answer the questions and test the hypotheses, the researcher had each
member of participating social groups complete a survey designed to measure attitudes
towards deafness. (A copy of this survey can be found in Appendix B). Upon completion of
the survey by all participating social groups, the researcher scored individual surveys using
the guidelines set forth in the “Administration Guide for the Opinions About Deaf People
Scale” by Berkay, Gardner, and Smith (1994) which include a scoring guide and information
for interpreting the scores. In these guidelines, Berkay, Gardner, and Smith point out that the
scores may range from 20 to 80, and that a low score (those below 40) reflects a more
positive view, while a higher score (those above 40) reflects a more negative view. It is also
mentioned in these guidelines that “the scores should be looked upon as indicating degrees of
[positivity] or [negativity]” (Berkay, Gardner, & Smith, 1994, p. 4).
The information from the scoring guide by Berkay, Gardner, and Smith (1994) was
entered into the computer program SPSS, tests were run, and the results are as follows:
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Presentation of Results:
The mean score for each social group, indicating the group’s degree of positivity or
negativity towards deaf individuals is show here in Table 2:
Table 2
Number of Participants, Mean Score, Standard Deviation, and Standard Error
for Each Social Group
N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error

1.00 College of Health

24

28.1667

6.09823

1.24480

2.00 College of Edu and Psych

34

27.6471

5.87693

1.00789

3.00 Honors

37

29.5676

4.55546

.74891

4.00 College of Arts an Letters

23

29.1304

7.18777

1.49875

5.00 Religious

33

29.6364

6.93640

1.20747

6.00 College of Business

33

32.5758

7.79435

1.35682

7.00 Athletic

24

34.8333

10.26461

2.09526

8.00 Fraternity

31

36.0323

7.57401

1.36033

8

33.7500

8.17225

2.88933

39

33.6154

7.91938

1.26812

286

31.3531

7.64597

.45212

9.00 College of Science and Tech∗
10.00 Sorority
Total

∗ Since the College of Science and Technology had so few participants, the researcher will not
include any data pertaining to this group in the research presentation or discussion. The small
number of participants may cause data to be flawed, so this group will be excluded from the study
from this point on, except to appear in tables, only so that the integrity of the table will remain intact.

As shown in Table 2, each group scored below 40, meaning that each group had a positive
view of deaf individuals. However, some groups scored much closer to 40 than did others,
indicating that those scoring closer to 40 were somewhat less positive. In order from most
positive to least positive, the groups are as follows:
•

College of Education and Psychology (27.6471)

•

College of Health (28.1667)

•

College of Arts and Letters (29.1304)

•

Honors College (29.5676)
16

•

Religious Organization (29.6364)

•

College of Business (32.5758)

•

Sorority (33.6154)

•

Athletic Organization (34.8333)

•

Fraternity (36.0323)

After running a One Way ANOVA, it was also determined that there was a
statistically significant difference in the scores between the groups. The difference is
considered significant at the p < .05 level. The results of the One Way ANOVA are shown in
Table 3:
Table 3
Sum of Squares, Degree of Freedom, Mean Square, F, and Statistical Significance
between and within Groups
Sum of Squares
Between Groups

df

Mean Square

2303.816

9

255.980

Within Groups

14357.517

276

52.020

Total

16661.332

285

F
4.921

Sig.
.000

After computing the mean scores for each group through a One Way ANOVA, and
determining that the means for the groups had a statistically significant difference, additional
Post Hoc tests were run, including a Bonferroni, which compared each group’s score to all
other groups’ scores. The Bonferroni Post Hoc test shows the significant difference between
the mean scores for the groups. This difference is considered significant at the p < .05 level.
When compared to all other groups, there is a significant difference between the scores of
several of the groups. The results showing these differences identified by the Bonferroni Post
Hoc Test can be found in Table 4:
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Table 4
Mean Difference, Standard Error, Statistical Significance, and Upper and Lower Bound
Confidence Intervals between Groups
(I) groups
(J) groups
95% Confidence Interval
Mean
Difference
Std.
Lower
Upper
(I-J)
Error
Sig.
Bound
Bound
1.00 College of Health

2.00 College of Edu
and Psych

.51961

1.92289

1.000

-5.8172

6.8564

-1.40090

1.89036

1.000

-7.6305

4.8287

-.96377

2.10458

1.000

-7.8993

5.9718

5.00 Religious

-1.46970

1.93491

1.000

-7.8461

4.9067

6.00 College of
Business

-4.40909

1.93491

1.000

-10.7855

1.9673

7.00 Athletic

-6.66667

2.08207

.069

-13.5280

.1947

-7.86559*

1.96101

.004

-14.3280

-1.4032

9.00 College of
Science and Tech

-5.58333

2.94449

1.000

-15.2868

4.1201

10.00 Sorority

-5.44872

1.87119

.175

-11.6151

.7177

-.51961

1.92289

1.000

-6.8564

5.8172

3.00 Honors

-1.92051

1.71346

1.000

-7.5671

3.7261

4.00 College of Arts
and Letters

-1.48338

1.94724

1.000

-7.9004

4.9337

5.00 Religious

-1.98930

1.76249

1.000

-7.7975

3.8189

6.00 College of
Business

-4.92870

1.76249

.249

-10.7369

.8795

7.00 Athletic

-7.18627*

1.92289

.010

-13.5231

-.8495

8.00 Fraternity

-8.38520*

1.79111

.000

-14.2877

-2.4827

-6.10294

2.83417

1.000

-15.4428

3.2369

-5.96833*

1.69229

.022

-11.5452

-.3915

3.00 Honors
4.00 College of Arts
and Letters

8.00 Fraternity

2.00 College of Edu
and Psych

1.00 College of Health

9.00 College of
Science and Tech
10.00 Sorority

39

Table 4 continued

3.00 Honors

1.00 College of Health

1.40090

1.89036

1.000

-4.8287

7.6305

2.00 College of Edu
and Psych

1.92051

1.71346

1.000

-3.7261

7.5671

4.00 College of Arts
and Letters

.43713

1.91512

1.000

-5.8741

6.7483

5.00 Religious

-.06880

1.72694

1.000

-5.7598

5.6222

6.00 College of
Business

-3.00819

1.72694

1.000

-8.6992

2.6829

7.00 Athletic

-5.26577

1.89036

.257

-11.4954

.9638

-6.46469*

1.75613

.013

-12.2520

-.6774

9.00 College of
Science and Tech

-4.18243

2.81220

1.000

-13.4499

5.0850

10.00 Sorority

-4.04782

1.65523

.679

-9.5026

1.4069

.96377

2.10458

1.000

-5.9718

7.8993

2.00 College of Edu
and Psych

1.48338

1.94724

1.000

-4.9337

7.9004

3.00 Honors

-.43713

1.91512

1.000

-6.7483

5.8741

5.00 Religious

-.50593

1.95911

1.000

-6.9621

5.9502

6.00 College of
Business

-3.44532

1.95911

1.000

-9.9015

3.0108

7.00 Athletic

-5.70290

2.10458

.322

-12.6384

1.2326

-6.90182*

1.98489

.026

-13.4430

-.3607

9.00 College of
Science and Tech

-4.61957

2.96045

1.000

-14.3756

5.1365

10.00 Sorority

-4.48495

1.89620

.842

-10.7338

1.7639

1.00 College of Health

1.46970

1.93491

1.000

-4.9067

7.8461

2.00 College of Edu
and Psych

1.98930

1.76249

1.000

-3.8189

7.7975

.06880

1.72694

1.000

-5.6222

5.7598

8.00 Fraternity

4.00 College of Arts
and Letters

1.00 College of Health

8.00 Fraternity

5.00 Religious

3.00 Honors
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Table 4 continued
4.00 College of Arts
and Letters

.50593

1.95911

1.000

-5.9502

6.9621

6.00 College of
Business

-2.93939

1.77559

1.000

-8.7908

2.9120

7.00 Athletic

-5.19697

1.93491

.345

-11.5734

1.1794

-6.39589*

1.80400

.021

-12.3409

-.4509

9.00 College of
Science and Tech

-4.11364

2.84233

1.000

-13.4804

5.2532

10.00 Sorority

-3.97902

1.70593

.918

-9.6009

1.6428

1.00 College of Health

4.40909

1.93491

1.000

-1.9673

10.7855

2.00 College of Edu
and Psych

4.92870

1.76249

.249

-.8795

10.7369

3.00 Honors

3.00819

1.72694

1.000

-2.6829

8.6992

4.00 College of Arts
and Letters

3.44532

1.95911

1.000

-3.0108

9.9015

5.00 Religious

2.93939

1.77559

1.000

-2.9120

8.7908

7.00 Athletic

-2.25758

1.93491

1.000

-8.6340

4.1188

8.00 Fraternity

-3.45650

1.80400

1.000

-9.4015

2.4885

9.00 College of
Science and Tech

-1.17424

2.84233

1.000

-10.5410

8.1925

10.00 Sorority

-1.03963

1.70593

1.000

-6.6615

4.5822

6.66667

2.08207

.069

-.1947

13.5280

7.18627*

1.92289

.010

.8495

13.5231

3.00 Honors

5.26577

1.89036

.257

-.9638

11.4954

4.00 College of Arts
and Letters

5.70290

2.10458

.322

-1.2326

12.6384

5.00 Religious

5.19697

1.93491

.345

-1.1794

11.5734

6.00 College of
Business

2.25758

1.93491

1.000

-4.1188

8.6340

8.00 Fraternity

-1.19892

1.96101

1.000

-7.6614

5.2635

8.00 Fraternity

6.00 College of
Business

7.00 Athletic

1.00 College of Health
2.00 College of Edu
and Psych
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Table 4 continued

8.00 Fraternity

9.00 College of
Science and Tech

9.00 College of
Science and Tech

1.08333

2.94449

1.000

-8.6201

10.7868

10.00 Sorority

1.21795

1.87119

1.000

-4.9485

7.3844

1.00 College of Health

7.86559*

1.96101

.004

1.4032

14.3280

2.00 College of Edu
and Psych

8.38520*

1.79111

.000

2.4827

14.2877

3.00 Honors

6.46469*

1.75613

.013

.6774

12.2520

4.00 College of Arts
and Letters

6.90182*

1.98489

.026

.3607

13.4430

5.00 Religious

6.39589*

1.80400

.021

.4509

12.3409

6.00 College of
Business

3.45650

1.80400

1.000

-2.4885

9.4015

7.00 Athletic

1.19892

1.96101

1.000

-5.2635

7.6614

9.00 College of
Science and Tech

2.28226

2.86017

1.000

-7.1433

11.7078

10.00 Sorority

2.41687

1.73549

1.000

-3.3023

8.1361

1.00 College of Health

5.58333

2.94449

1.000

-4.1201

15.2868

2.00 College of Edu
and Psych

6.10294

2.83417

1.000

-3.2369

15.4428

3.00 Honors

4.18243

2.81220

1.000

-5.0850

13.4499

4.00 College of Arts
and Letters

4.61957

2.96045

1.000

-5.1365

14.3756

5.00 Religious

4.11364

2.84233

1.000

-5.2532

13.4804

6.00 College of
Business

1.17424

2.84233

1.000

-8.1925

10.5410

7.00 Athletic

-1.08333

2.94449

1.000

-10.7868

8.6201

8.00 Fraternity

-2.28226

2.86017

1.000

-11.7078

7.1433

10.00 Sorority

.13462

2.79935

1.000

-9.0905

9.3597
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Table 4 continued
10.00 Sorority

1.00 College of Health

5.44872

1.87119

.175

-.7177

11.6151

5.96833*

1.69229

.022

.3915

11.5452

3.00 Honors

4.04782

1.65523

.679

-1.4069

9.5026

4.00 College of Arts
and Letters

4.48495

1.89620

.842

-1.7639

10.7338

5.00 Religious

3.97902

1.70593

.918

-1.6428

9.6009

6.00 College of
Business

1.03963

1.70593

1.000

-4.5822

6.6615

7.00 Athletic

-1.21795

1.87119

1.000

-7.3844

4.9485

8.00 Fraternity

-2.41687

1.73549

1.000

-8.1361

3.3023

-.13462

2.79935

1.000

-9.3597

9.0905

2.00 College of Edu
and Psych

9.00 College of
Science and Tech
* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

The Bonferroni Post Hoc scores show that there is a statistically significant difference
between the mean score of the Fraternity and the mean score of the following groups: the
College of Health, the College of Education and Psychology, the Honors College, the
College of Arts and Letters, and the Religious group. It is also shown by these scores that
there is a statistically significant difference between the mean score of the College of
Education and Psychology and the mean score of the following groups: the Athletic
Organization and the Sorority.
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Testing of the Hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1:
The first hypothesis stated that the Sorority would have the most positive views of
deaf individuals. This hypothesis was made based on prior research by Vernon and Andrews
(1990), in which women were found to be more accepting of deafness than were men.
However, this hypothesis was proven wrong. In actuality, the Sorority had a mean score of
33.6154, only 6.3846 away from having a negative score of 40. In fact, in the ranking of the
groups from most positive to least positive, the Sorority ranked number 7 out of the 9 groups
that were ranked, only above the Athletic Organization and the Fraternity.
Hypothesis 2:
The second hypothesis stated that the Religious Organization would have positive
views of the deaf. This hypothesis was proven true because the Religious Organization
scored 29.6364 – well below the negative score of 40, and only 9.6364 higher than the
absolute lowest score of 20 which would indicate 100% positivity towards deaf individuals.
Hypothesis 3:
The third hypothesis made by the researcher was that the Fraternity would have very
negative views of the deaf. This hypothesis was made based on the study by Vernon and
Andrews (1990) in which men were found to be less accepting of deaf individuals. However,
this hypothesis was proven wrong. Although the Fraternity scored a 36.0323 – the highest
score out of all of the groups – this score is still a positive score.
Hypothesis 4:
The fourth hypothesis made by the researcher was that the Athletic Organization
would have negative views of the deaf. This hypothesis was also proven wrong. The Athletic
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Organization’s score was 34.8333. While this score is very close to the negative score of 40,
it is still considered a positive score. However, this group did have the second-highest score
out of all of the groups – only lower than the Fraternity’s score.
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions
Discussion of Results:
In this study, the researcher sought to answer the question: What are the attitudes
towards deafness held by various social groups on a university campus, and do those
attitudes deviate among social groups? As shown in Chapter 4, the data indicates that all
social groups surveyed held positive opinions towards deaf individuals, although there was
much variance in the degree of positivity among groups, with mean scores ranging from
27.6471 to 36.0323, with the higher number representing the least positive opinions.
As for the four hypotheses made by the researcher, only one hypothesis was proven
correct – Hypothesis 2. The researcher suspected that the Religious Organization would hold
a positive opinion towards the deaf, and based on the score of a 29.6364, this hypothesis
proved correct. However, even though the Religious Organization did have a very low score,
there were still other groups that scored lower, making the Religious Organization’s score
fall surprisingly towards the middle of all of the scores. The researcher expected that the
Religious Organization would have a very low score, and be among the lowest ranking
groups, however, in actuality, the organization ranked more medially.
Of the four hypotheses that were proven false, the points of Hypothesis 3 and
Hypothesis 4 could still be argued. The researcher suspected that both the Fraternity and
Athletic Organization would have negative views of deaf individuals. However, both groups’
scores indicated a positive view, with the Fraternity scoring 36.0323 and the Athletic
Organization scoring 34.8333 – the two highest-scoring groups. Although, since the scoring
guide for this survey indicates that “the scores should be looked upon as [reflecting] degrees
of positivity or negativity” (Berkay, Gardner, & Smith, 1994, p. 4), these two organizations
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exhibited the least positive views of the deaf. These two groups actually fell at the end of the
ranking of groups (the least positive end), exactly where the researcher expected the groups
to fall.
Limitations:
This study took place only on a single university campus in south Mississippi. The
results may or may not be similar to those found in any other state or city, if similar research
is conducted there.
The culture of south Mississippi may have also played a part in the participants’
answers. Due to a culture which emphasizes the importance of politeness and the avoidance
of insensitivity, participants may have purposefully or inadvertently responded in a socially
desirable manner, for fear of violating social expectations.
A final limitation of this study is the lack of participants in the College of Science and
Technology. While the power analysis determined that each group needed about 30
participants, the College of Science and Technology only supplied eight participants.
Unfortunately, due to the unacceptable number of participants in this group, the researcher
was forced to exclude the group from the study. However, if an acceptable number of
subjects had participated, the results of the study could have possibly proven much different.
Recommendations for Future Study:
There are several possibilities for expanded researcher on the premise of this study.
One potential avenue for future research may involve the group that had only eight
participants – the College of Science and Technology. If eight participants were randomly
selected from all of the other groups, then the College of Science and Technology would no
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longer have to be excluded from the study, and the researcher could compare scores from all
of the groups.
Additionally, similar studies could be conducted at several other universities in
various cultural regions of the nation, then compare the results of each individual study. This
would provide valuable information on whether or not the location of the universities does or
does not play a significant role in the results of the study.
Yet another avenue for future research would be to conduct the same research using
participants from the majors of speech-language pathology, audiology, and deaf education. It
would be very interesting to reveal the attitudes the students majoring in speech and hearing
sciences have towards deaf people. One would assume that these individuals would possess
very positive attitudes towards the deaf people, but that may or may not be the case.
Still another study could be performed using all ages of elementary, middle, and high
school children and young adults. This study might provide useful insight as to when
negative attitudes begin to develop, thus providing useful information as to when to introduce
deafness to school children to reduce negative opinions.
Finally, a similar study could be conducted using various disability groups as the
participants. It would be highly interesting to know how deafness is viewed among other
disabilities and if it is viewed more or less positively.
Summary:
All groups participating had positive scores, indicating a positive view of deaf
individuals. However, the range of scores indicates that some groups are more or less
positive than others. The most positive group was the College of Education and Psychology
(27.6471) and the least positive group was the Fraternity (36.0323). These findings led to the
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confirmation of Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2, indicating that the Sorority and the Religious
Organizations had positive attitudes. Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 4 were rejected, because
the data indicates that the Fraternity and Athletic Organizations actually had positive
attitudes. Finally, the data also revealed a statistically significant difference between the
mean scores of several groups reflecting differing attitudes among the categories of
participants.
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Appendix B
Survey
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OADPS – Senior Honors Thesis
(As Taken From Berkay, Gardner, & Smith, 1995)
Instructions: DO NOT participate if you are under 18 years of age! Do not write
your name anywhere on this survey. Complete the first page. Read each of the
numbered questions and answer them to the best of your ability. This project
has been reviewed by the Human Subjects Protection Review Committee,
which ensures that research projects involving human subjects follow federal
regulations. Any questions or concerns about rights as a research participant
should be directed to the Chair of the Institutional Review Board at 601-2666820. Participation in this project is completely voluntary, and participants
may withdraw from this study at any time without penalty, prejudice, or
loss of benefits. Any questions about the research should be directed to Ashley
Thrash at (601) 479-9332. You may not discuss your answers with anyone until
you have turned in the survey. After you have completed the survey, you will
be informed of the purpose in its entirety. Thank you for your participation.
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•
•

Your age: _________
Your Education Level: College freshman
College Sophomore
College Junior
th
College Senior
5 year(or higher) senior
Masters/PhD student

•

Gender:

•

Race:

•

On a scale of 1 to 4, with 1 being little to no experience and 4 being maximum
experience (you have a deaf family member or good friend) please rate your level of
experience with the deaf: _________

•
•

Please check the organization you are involved with:
College of Arts and Letters
o The Army Ranger Challenge Team
o National Band Association
College of Health
o Student Dietetic Association
College of Business
o Delta Sigma Pi
College of Education and Psychology
o The Psychology Club
o Child Life Student Association
Fraternity
o Sigma Chi
College of Science and Technology
o American Chemical Society
o Construction Specification Institute
o American Society of Safety Engineers
Honors College
o Alpha Lambda Delta
o Gamma Beta Phi
Athletic Organization
o Southern Miss Soccer Club
Religious Organization
o The Wesley Foundation
Sorority
o Kappa Delta

•
•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•

Male
Caucasian

Female
African American
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Hispanic

Asian

Other

Agree

Disagree

1. Deaf people drive just as safely as
hearing people.

A

B

C

D

2. Smarter deaf people have better
speech than deaf people who are
less intelligent.

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

6. A deaf person could get a Ph.D. or
a Maters degree.

A

B

C

D

7. A deaf person could be promoted
to a management position.

A

B

C

D

8. It is nearly impossible for a deaf
person to keep up with a hearing
person in school.

A

B

C

D

9. An 18-year-old deaf adult is
capable of living alone and taking
care of himself or herself.

A

B

C

D

10. It can be frustrating to pay a visit
to deaf people because they can not
hear you knock at the front door.

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

3. A deaf person can have the
leadership abilities needed to run
an organization.
4. It is unfair to limit deaf people to
low-paying, unskilled jobs.
5. If a boss has a problem with a deaf
employee, the boss should talk
with the interpreter, rather than the
deaf person.

11. A deaf person can be an excellent
writer
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Agree

Disagree

12. Deaf people cost tax payers lots of
money because they can’t keep
their jobs.

A

B

C

D

13. Deaf people should only work in
jobs where they do not have to
communicate with others.

A

B

C

D

14. It is a mistake to leave a baby
alone with a deaf person, because
he or she can’t hear the baby cry.

A

B

C

D

15. Deaf people are as intelligent as
hearing people.

A

B

C

D

16. Deaf adults must depend on their
parents to make important
decisions.

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

A

B

C

D

17. If there was a fire, a deaf person
could get out of the building safely
without help just as easily as a
hearing person could.
18. Signing is not really a language
because only simple thoughts can
be communicated.
19. A deaf person could not go to a
restaurant without a hearing
person, because he or she could not
order food without assistance.
20. Deaf adults are able to
communicate with their hearing
children.
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Appendix C
Electronic Survey Completion Message
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The results of this survey are being used to gather an assessment of various social groups'
attitudes and opinions towards deafness and the deaf. It is critical to the outcome of the
survey that you do not discuss its purpose with anyone who has not participated. Thank you
for taking time to complete this survey!
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